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Foreword by General George A. Joulwan

It is a great pleasure to join Colonel-General Leontiy P. Shevtsov in providing a foreword
to this joint publication on US-Russian lessons learned in the course of NATO’s IFOR mission.
One of my greatest honors, and challenges, as the Supreme Commander Allied Forces Europe,
involved forging with Colonel-General Shevtsov the initial working relationship between NATO
and the Russian Armed Forces. NATO undertook a new and unique role in a new Europe.
NATO-Russian cooperation proved a vital element in that new role in Bosnia-Herzegovina.

This relationship developed in response to the Dayton Peace Accords and under the
auspices of the IFOR peacekeeping effort in Bosnia and Herzegovina, a country rocked by three
years of brutal war. The American and Russian soldiers who served in Task Force Eagle made a
major contribution to the success of the IFOR mission. The Russian and American authors of
this volume detail the origins and development of that cooperation, as well as many of the
problems and the successes of that relationship. Their analysis provides a unique joint
perspective on the IFOR experience and should help future leaders to prepare for and conduct
other joint missions in support of peace and stability in Europe.

The success of the IFOR mission, documented here, will reap continual rewards in future
partnership endeavors, but our soldiers must not become complacent. During IFOR, our forces
patrolled together, trained together, and shared the risks. They learned from one another and
came to respect one another. Overcoming the legacy of five decades of Cold War, they
contributed to the peace and stability of Europe. The lessons we learned together will help us
create better Combined Joint Task Forces in the future. They and the allied and partnership
forces from many nations can be justly proud of their collaboration. On the other hand, there
remain many obstacles to peace in Bosnia, as the rapidly changing regional situation indicates.
This guarantees that new challenges await this and future generations of Russian and NATO
soldiers.

I would like to dedicate this volume to each and every Russian and American soldier who
contributed to the success of the IFOR mission. Your long hours of service ensured that peace
would survive in this region of Europe This volume addresses your many contributions to the
overall success of the IFOR mission. This documentation of joint lessons learned on an
international level will stand as a testimony to your work and should assist military planners in
preparing for future missions.

Most important, | wish to acknowledge the professionalism displayed by General-
Colonel Leontiy Shevtsov, my deputy for Russian forces. General Shevtsov’s role was vital to
making this effort a success. We learned from one another through an extremely frank and
honest dialogue. Clearly, General Shevtsov took risks for peace and the result was a successful
first-ever deployment of Russian forces as part of a NATO-led operation. This unique military-
to-military cooperation laid the foundation for the signing in Paris by the heads of state of the
NATO-Russia Founding Act of 27 May 1997.



Finally, I commend you, the members of the US-Russian team, for completing this
superb publications of lessons learned. It is an excellent example of how two great nations can
work together to bring peace and stability in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Well done!

General George A. Joulwan



Foreword by General-Colonel L. Shevtsov

In today’s world, peacekeeping has become an integral part of the foreign policy of many
nations, including that of the Russian Federation. International peacekeeping experience has
persuasively shown this to be a powerful political lever and an effective tool for maintaining
peace and stability in various regions.

Hence, it is my view that the peacekeeping experience gained both in our country and
abroad must be summarized in order to develop practical recommendations for forces that
participate in multi-national force operations. Peacekeeping is in need of thorough professional
study, not only by politicians but also by the military.

The present Russian-American research project, which may be considered unique,
represents the first step along the road to realizing this goal. This joint research is based on
primary material -- the multi-national force operation in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Taking this
operation as an example, the authors provide a thorough analysis of the conditions and factors
that determine what will be needed to prepare for and conduct the peace operations of the future.
The authors analyze in detail both the strengths and weaknesses in the whole system of
organization and command and control of the peacekeeping force. Their analysis also examines
the extent to which the goals of the Dayton Accords have been achieved.

An important element of the present Russian-American research is the summing up of
cumulative experience in readying and using a multi-national peacekeeping force. This will help
clarify Russia’s position in peacekeeping activity.

Finally, of practical significance for future Armed Forces peacekeeping activity are the
chapters devoted to the lessons learned from using a multi-national force, as well as the
recommendations for preventing military conflicts and preparing and using peacekeeping forces.

It is my hope that the publication of this Russian-American study will vitalize
international efforts in creating a comprehensive system of collective security for mankind in the
21st century.

General-Colonel L. Shevtsov,

Former Deputy Supreme Commander for
Russian Peacekeeping Forces, IFOR and SFOR,
Bosnia and Herzegovina



INTRODUCTION

“Russia’s and NATO’s respective military authorities will explore the further
development of a concept for joint Russia-NATO peacekeeping operations. This initiative
should build upon the positive experience of working together in Bosnia and Herzegovina
and the lessons learned there will be used in the establishment of Combined Joint Task
Forces.”

-- “The NATO-Russia Founding Act, Paris,” 27 May 1997

“The lessons learned on NATO-Russia interoperability should be institutionalized in
both the NATO and Russian military planning process through joint seminars, conferences
and working groups. These activities can build upon our successes of today and prevent
these accomplishments from escaping the next generation of NATO and Russian military
leaders. NATO nations, Russia, and all of Europe would benefit from the stability and
predictability offered by such regular military cooperation.”

-- General George A. Joulwan
Nato’s Sixteen Nations, VVol. 41, No. 2/96

“The lessons of this operation are now being studied in military academies and
planning staffs of different countries. This has already led to the preparation of future
common coalition operations. These will be different from earlier military operations
because there will no longer be some type of global world war or a major conflict. Instead,
we have to prepare ourselves and our armed forces for peacekeeping operations.”

-- General-Colonel Leontiy P. Shevtsov
Nato’s Sixteen Nations, Vol. 41, No. 2/96

This joint Russian-American research project, which analyzes the experience of US-
Russian cooperation in peace enforcement operations under IFOR in Bosnia-Herzegovina, is the
first such research project conducted by representatives of military research organizations of the
United States and the Russian Federation.

The peace operation in Bosnia-Herzegovina, conducted by the IFOR multi-national
forces under NATO leadership, is unique and can be assessed as a case study for the
development of a model to resolve future armed conflicts. Taking into account the fact that there



are no past or present analogues for the scale and significance of this operation, the experience of
its preparation and conduct is broad and varied. The study and analysis of all aspects and
elements of this operation have a broad significance for other peace operations. This makes the
bilateral approach to evaluating the lessons learned and future prospects of such operations even
more important. Let us hope that this is just the first such joint Russian-American project.

By assessing the US-Russian experience in IFOR the Russian and American researchers
have attempted to present the organization and conduct of IFOR through the eyes of those
American and Russian officers who participated in the peace operation in Bosnia-Herzegovina.
In a few short years these officers have gone from militarized confrontation in the heart of
Europe to close cooperation in upholding the peace and security of Europe. Without that
cooperation IFOR could not have succeeded, and this study would not have been possible.

The publication of the results of this study should be of interest to a broad circle of
military and civilian readers in the United States, Russia and many countries. These readers will
find insights regarding the future conduct of peace operations and international security.



CHAPTER ONE
CRISIS IN THE FORMER YUGOSLAVIA: SOURCES AND CAUSES

The Origins of Armed Conflict in the Territory of the Former Yugoslavia. The end
of the Cold War did not bring the end of history. In the wake of that ideologically based, and
armed confrontation a host of problems that had been contained and suppressed by the super-
power competition emerged. Centuries-old, ethno-national pretensions and claims in Central and
Eastern Europe now found new voices and began to give shape to new challenges to
international peace and stability. The conflicts, which erupted from these sources, were the first
serious challenges to the post-Cold War order in Europe.

The lands that were Yugoslavia, the lands of the South Slavs, have straddled the front
lines of competing civilizations, cultures, religions and empires since the dawn of recorded
history. The sources of armed conflict in Yugoslavia have deep historic roots in the ethnic,
religious, cultural and ideological tensions within the region. In the nineteenth century the
decline of Ottoman power and the aspirations of the subject nations for autonomy and
independence from the Porte made the “Eastern Question” one of the most difficult and
explosive problems before European diplomacy. As repeated Balkan wars demonstrated, the
Balkans became “the powder keg of Europe” and the battle ground of many wars. The South
Slav Question precipitated World War 1. The Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes came into
being as a result of that war. In 1929 King Alexander renamed the Kingdom “Yugoslavia.” The
German defeat and dismemberment of that state in 1941 brought foreign occupation, pogroms,
and civil war. The ultimate victors in that struggle, Josef Broz Tito’s partisans, reconstituted the
Yugoslav idea in keeping with their Communist ideology. After Tito’s break with Stalin in 1947
Yugoslavia became a non-aligned state astride the confrontation line of the militarized Cold War.
Instability in Yugoslavia was a frequent scenario for the sort of crisis that could have set Cold-
War Europe ablaze. Indeed, on the basis of their partisan experience during World War 11,
Yugoslav Communists adopted the system of people’s war as the foundation of their national
security concept to meet such a threat. The Yugoslav People’s Army (JNA) provided a
professional officer corps and conscripts to form into standing units, and reservists provided the
basis for a mass partisan army to contest an invasion. For four decades Tito’s Yugoslavia
provided domestic peace and a modicum of prosperity to its peoples.

Political Causes of the Collapse of the Former Yugoslavia. The immediate causes of
armed conflict in the lands of Yugoslavia can be found in the failure of the state to adapt to new
circumstances and find new methods of managing ethno-nationalist tensions within the polity
after Tito’s death. The Constitution of 1974, which had encouraged greater autonomy among the
constituent republics, led to a strengthening of republic-party ties at the expense of the Yugoslav
identity. Following Tito’s death, the convoluted successor arrangement (a collegium presidency,
with the pro forma title rotated annually among regional leaders) proved a recipe for gridlock.
Designed to enshrine ethnic harmony, it instead exacerbated discord. Serbs demanded more
equitable power sharing, giving them authority proportionate to their numbers. Smaller ethnic
groups, especially those in the more developed north, sought decentralization and autonomy.



None found satisfaction. In the same period, uneven economic development created tensions
between the northern and southern members of the federation as a weakening federal
government proved incapable of providing effective national leadership. The emergence of the
dominance of nationalist ideas among the federation’s members undermined collective loyalty to
the Yugoslav idea. Attempts at radical economic reform to deal with the national debt in the late
1980s only increased such tensions. By the late 1980s, the northern republics of Slovenia and
Croatia were seeking to assert their ties with a Western Europe then undergoing a profound
transformation associated with the deepening of the European Union. They increasingly viewed
their ties to the other, poorer republics as an economic liability.

In 1990 all the republics conducted multi-party elections for the first time. Political
leaders in Slovenia and Croatia spoke of their fear of the Serbianization of the Federation. This
fear grew in intensity after the suspension of political autonomy within the Kosovo region of
Serbia. Serbs watched the rise of Croat nationalism and equated it with a return to the Ustashi
excesses of the Second World War. In Slovenia and Croatia there was strong support for the end
of the Yugoslav federation and its transformation into a loose confederation. In Serbia, political
leaders opposed the idea of confederation and began to call for the application of the principle of
national self-determination and the creation of national governments by revising republican
borders within the Yugoslav Federation. The six constituent republics broke down into three
groups under the formula 2+2+2. Slovenia and Croatia wanted a confederation of independent
states. Serbia and Montenegro wanted to sustain the federation, Bosnia-Herzegovina and
Macedonia preferred a commonwealth based on confederation but at the same time wanted to
maintain a unified state. In this context the leadership of Slovenia and Croatia both opted for
independence and moved to secure all attributes of sovereignty, including the formation of
national military formations. On 25 June 1991 both states declared their independence.

With the end of the Cold War external restraints on internal actors disappeared, making
possible even more sweeping national claims and a willingness to resort to arms to achieve
sovereignty. Thus, the end of the militarized confrontation across Europe brought the conditions
where ethno-national conflicts could be resolved by use of force. In the case of Slovenia, which
was ethnically homogeneous, the war of the border posts was short and relatively bloodless. On
18 July 1991, under pressure from the international community to end the fighting, the Presidium
of the Yugoslav Federation announced the withdrawal of military units of the Yugoslav People’s
Army [ JNA] from Slovenia, effectively ending that conflict. In the case of Croatia, where there
was a significant Serbian minority in the Krajina, Western Slavonia, and Eastern Slavonia, the
withdrawal of the JNA from Slovenia to Croatia ignited a civil war that brought with it ethnic
cleansing on a scale that shocked Europe. In Croatia the JNA took upon itself the defense of the
Krajina and Slavonia Serbs as loyal citizens of the Federation, thereby committing itself to the
Serbian national cause. This war transformed the JNA into a Serbian Army which became
involved in the ethnic cleansing in East Slavonia. The international community refused to
recognize the independence of the Serbian enclaves or their desire to joint the Yugoslav
Federation.

By the end of 1991, significant pressure mounted within the European Union under
German prodding to recognize the independence of Slovenia and Croatia. The efforts of the UN
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and the European Union brought an end to fighting in Croatia but no political settlement. On 21
February 1992, the UN Security Council passed Resolution No. 743 providing for the
establishment of the UN Protective Force [UNPROFOR] to act as a peacekeeping force to
monitor a cease-fire between Croat and Serbian forces in Krajina and Eastern and Western
Slavonia.

Resolution of the conflict in Croatia created the conditions for the outbreak of fighting in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, which was the embodiment of the Yugoslav idea in miniature, a state
composed of three ethnic factions [Bosnian Moslems, Croats, and Serbs], where the Moslems
were the largest group, but none composed an absolute majority. War in Bosnia-Herzegovina
came a step closer in November 1991, when Macedonia declared its independence from the
Yugoslav Federation, leaving it, in effect, a rump Serb state. While Bosnia’s Serbs voted for
incorporation into Yugoslavia, the Moslem and Croat population voted in late February 1992 for
independence. International recognition of Bosnia-Herzegovina in April 1992 brought the
outbreak of large-scale fighting. The JNA withdrew its units from Bosnia-Herzegovina in May
1992 but not before transferring a large portion of its armaments to the local Serb forces of the
self-styled “Serbian Republic.” The War in Bosnia pitted Serbs against Muslims and Croats,
and later Muslims against Croats. The fighting was marked by the same ethnic cleansing that
had occurred in Croatia. All sides sought to extend the territory under their control. However,
the military balance favored the Serbs during the first years of the war, and by 1994 their forces
controlled 70% of the territory of Bosnia-Herzegovina. The political objective of the Serbs was
the creation of a mono-ethnic Serb state by the unification of the territories held by the self-
styled Serbian Republic and the Republic of Serbian Krajina. Their ultimate objective was
unification of this entity with Yugoslavia to form a Greater Serbian state.

Economic Causes of the Collapse of Former Yugoslavia. Uneven economic
development within Communist Yugoslavia created serious tensions between the more affluent
northern republics of Slovenia and Croatia and the other republics of the south. Slovenia and
Croatia were richer and more industrially developed republics with more powerful export and
tourist-driven economies. Their drive for independence was fueled by their perception that the
distribution of the federal budget involved the transfer of their wealth to the less-developed
south. The situation became explosive because of the onset of an internal economic crisis,
marked by declining industrial production, the flight of western investment, a severe foreign debt
problem, and the end of Yugoslavia’s role as an intermediary between East and West with the
collapse of the Warsaw Treaty Organization and the Council of Mutual Economic Assistance
and the end of the Cold War.

In the midst of the economic collapse of the late 1980s and early 1990s the various ethnic
groups were willing to blame other ethnic groups for their hardships. Nationalist leaders sought
to exploit these feelings by proclaiming that the only viable answer to the crisis was a new
political order based on national self-determination and sovereignty. Thus, the economic crisis
became a powerful driver in the acceptance of the idea that an end to the Yugoslav state was both
necessary and inevitable. In that context, religious, ethnic, and historical factors came into play
as a source of dispute, especially in those regions of diverse ethno-demographic composition.
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Historical memories of pogroms by one ethnic group against another were rekindled and fueled
popular fears. It was in this manner that the economic crisis of Yugoslavia served as a cause for
political collapse and set the stage for ethno-national conflict.

Cultural, Religious, and Demographic Factors and Their Role in the Origins of
Conflicts in the Balkans. The Balkans have been both a Euro-Asiatic crossroads and a
battleground of competing civilizations and empires. Through it passed the boundary between
the Eastern and Western Roman Empire. In the Middle Ages it became the borderland of
Catholic, Orthodox, and Muslim worlds. The Balkans and later Yugoslavia especially became a
point of contention between East and West. The cultural, religious, political, and historical
experiences of the various peoples inhabiting the region have served as an important factor in
making the region explosive. The idea of unifying all South Slavic peoples within one state,
even in the face of these difference, emerged with the national cultural revivals of the nineteenth
century and found expression in 1918 with the creation of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes. That state was the product of the collapse of the Austro-Hungarian Empire and the
peace settlement at the end of World War 1. However, inter-war Yugoslavia quickly saw the
emergence of rivalries for power and influence among the larger nations, the Orthodox Serbs and
the Catholic Croats. That rivalry turned into a bloodbath during World War 11 with the creation
under the auspices of Hitler’s Germany of the Independent State of Croatia. Some of worst
ethnic massacres occurred in Bosnia-Herzegovina during this period and have had a continuing
impact on inter-ethnic relations there.

Bosnia-Herzegovina was not and is not the homeland of one people, but three ethnic
communities: Bosnian Muslims, Croats, and Serbs. The pogroms and concentration camps of the
World War 1l altered the ethnic composition of Bosnia. The number of Serbs, who had formed a
pre-war plurality, was reduced, while the Bosnian Muslims became the largest ethnic
community. The pattern of settlement of the three communities had a profound impact on their
relations. In a mountainous country, the Muslims have lived in the large cities and fertile
valleys. The Serbs have lived as farmers and herdsmen on the hillsides. The Croats have lived in
Herzegovina, close to the Adriatic coast and Croatia proper.

In Communist Yugoslavia, Tito attempted to balance the competing claims of Croats and
Serbs in order to sustain the Yugoslav idea among Serbs, Croats, Slovenes, Macedonians, and
Montenegrens, who dominated in five of the six republics that made up Yugoslavia. But this did
not resolve ethnic tensions, especially within Bosnia-Herzegovina. To this end Tito created the
“ethnic” category of Bosnian Muslim to create a balance among the three nations living there.
To undercut ethnic tensions in Serbia proper, Kosovo and VVojvodina with their respective
Albanian and Hungarian populations received autonomy. The Serbs living outside Serbia
proper, especially those in Krajina and Bosnia, continued their identification with their fellow
Serbs, which had been their objective under Ottoman rule and the Yugoslav Kingdom. Internal
borders within Tito’s Yugoslavia had only a secondary importance under the nationality policy
of the Communist Party. Once national self-determination became an accepted political goal,
these borders became a source of increasing inter-ethnic tensions and rivalries.
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Thus, the intense crisis within Yugoslavia leading to its political, social, and economic
collapse in the late 1980s and early 1990s had a number of internal causes. The end of the
authoritarian system of personal power after Tito’s death set the stage. The intense social,
political, and economic crisis of the late 1980s proved unresolvable because of the struggle for
power at the federation, republic, and local levels. That struggle undermined attempts at internal
reform and set off the demands for national self-determination. In the late 1980s the Milosevich
government in Serbia terminated the autonomy of Kosovo and undermined the then-existing
political balance in Yugoslavia. The richer republics of Slovenia and Croatia saw independence
as their only road to escape the deepening crisis and viewed the international situation at the end
of the Cold War as favorable to such a course of action. Former Yugoslavia, having lost its role
as intermediary between East and West, Slovenia and Croatia were intent upon asserting their
ties to Central and Western Europe. The collapse of one-party rule brought both democratization
of the electoral process and the creation of numerous political parties. The leading parties
pursued narrow, ethno-national goals. The Federation’s monopoly on the instruments of
organized violence in the JNA was challenged by the paramilitary formations raised and funded
by those republics bent upon confederation and/or independence. Once conflict began in
Slovenia and spread to Croatia it quickly became internationalized. Western governments found
themselves confronted by two immutable and contradictory principles: the right of national self-
determination and the defense of the territorial integrity of states. In post-Cold War Europe the
management and resolution of the Yugoslav crisis became a recognized legitimate objective of
the international community and a manifestation of the national interests of the intervening
parties in the peace and stability of the Balkans and Europe.

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND THE YUGOSLAYV CRISIS

An Overview of the Role of International Organizations in Managing the Yugoslav
Crisis. Virtually from the moment armed conflict broke out on the territory of the former
Yugoslavia, it has been under the constant attention of international organizations, such as the
United Nations (UN), the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), the
European Union (EU), the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), and the Western
European Union (WEU). Because future security mechanisms will be created within the
framework of existing organizations, it is useful to analyze the evolving roles of these
organizations and to assess their effectiveness in resolving the conflicts in the former
Yugoslavia.

The international community was, however, slow to recognize the seriousness of the
Yugoslav problem and proved unable to sustain a common position that would have imposed a
peaceful resolution of the conflict by a confederative solution before the outbreak of hostilities.
There was a serious underestimation of the problem that ethno-national conflicts would pose for
Eastern Europe in the post-Cold War era. In the summer of 1991 the international system itself
was fraught with instability after the termination of the Gulf War in the Middle East and the
onset of the final crisis of the Soviet polity. In this context neither Washington nor Moscow was
in a position to provide the attention and leadership to what was perceived, initially, to be a
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manageable European problem. Instead, the international community responded to each crisis in
a piecemeal fashion. The Slovene phase belonged to the European Community, which managed
to broker an end to the fighting, but the nature of that settlement set in motion the outbreak of
fighting in Croatia in the summer of 1991. When the EU proved incapable of dealing with the
Croatian civil war (because of its intensity and protractedness), the United Nations took on chief
responsibility. It did, indeed, achieve a cease-fire and deployed a peacekeeping force,
UNPROFOR, to monitor the cease-fire between the opposing sides.

In the fall of 1992 as the European Union moved towards the adoption of measures to
ensure its own deepening in monetary and defense matters, Germany began to lobby for the
immediate recognition of the independence of Slovenia and Croatia, which the Union accepted in
December. At the same time, these politics within the European Union over recognition of the
independence of Slovenia and Croatia made the status of the other parts of the Yugoslav
Federation an immediate and volatile issue. Macedonia opted for independence, but this led to
concern over Yugoslav intervention, strenuous Greek objections to the state’s claim to the word
Macedonia in its name, and speculation over internal political stability in Macedonia among the
Slav and Albanian populations. And the issue of Bosnia-Herzegovina’s status became a pressing
concern to the contending parties already in the fall of 1991. The Serb minority wished to
continue the relationship with Yugoslavia and so voted in their own plebiscite. The Muslim
Bosniacs and Croats voted to leave Yugoslavia. The Croat vote seems to have been not for an
independent Bosnia but for the incorporation of their areas into Croatia. On 2 April 1992
international recognition of the sovereignty and independence of Bosnia-Herzegovina provided
the spark that set off a bloody, intense and protracted civil war that would continue for the next
three years. The international community through the United Nations sought to take on an ever-
expanding set of tasks in the midst of an ongoing armed conflict. Over time, the Security
Council’s mandates charged UNPROFOR with seeking to limit the conflict, embargo arms
deliveries, impose economic sanctions on Milosevich’s Yugoslavia, impose a no-fly zone over
Bosnia, prevent ethnic cleansing, provide and protect safe havens, police the concentration of
artillery around Sarajevo, and ameliorate the conditions of refugees and civilian populations. In
this context, in support of the UN-imposed no-fly zone, NATO emerged as a subordinate, but
active player in the management of the Bosnian conflict and became a key element in the debate
over the use of force to impose peace in Bosnia. The various UN mandates passed by the
Security Council amounted to an impressive list, but UNPROFOR lacked the means and proved
unable to fulfill those mandates and to contain the conflict or to put an end to ethnic cleansing.
Trapped in a situation that seemed to demand a peacekeeper’s impartiality and a peace-
enforcer’s determination, UNPROFOR had to deal with an ongoing war. The effort of Foreign
Minister Genscher of the Federal Republic of Germany to mobilize the CSCE/OSCE to control
and resolve the conflict in Bosnia around the principle of “all members minus one” failed in
Helsinki in the spring of 1992. At the same time, pressure within the international community
mounted for an imposed settlement, which condemned the Serbs for ethnic cleansing. The joint
EU-UN effort under the Vance-Owen plan failed in early 1993, and no effective conflict
management solution was forthcoming for the rest of 1993.
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Instead, the international community confined its efforts to conflict containment in the
hope of preventing its spread. The situation turned sharply towards intervention in the spring of
1994 and brought to life new efforts through the five-power Contact Group [the US, Russia,
Germany, France, and Great Britain] to seek a common approach to resolving the conflict, which
culminated in the peace proposal of 13 May 1995. Although there were clearly distinct national
interests involved in each power’s position, they shared a common recognition of the need to
bring the fighting in Bosnia to an end. There was also an increasing recognition that
UNPROFOR was an insufficient instrument for the peace-enforcement mission, and during the
winter of 1994-1995 it appeared that the national contingents of UNPROFOR would have to be
withdrawn from Bosnia while fighting was still underway. In late May 1995 France again
threatened to pull out of UNPROFOR.

Events of late spring and summer 1995 brought the war in Bosnia to its tragic climax and
moved NATO to undertake large-scale air operations against the Bosnian Serbs. The cease-fire
around Sarajevo, which had been brokered the preceding winter, started to collapse as the spring
campaign season began. In response to renewed Serb shelling of Sarajevo, the United Nations
command authorized the use of NATO air power. The strikes, however, were quite limited and
emboldened the Serbs to take UNPROFOR personnel as hostages. In securing the release of the
hostages, the UN seemed to be sending a signal that further air strikes were out of the question.
This led to an increase in hostilities, and the Bosnian Serb military sought to exploit the
international disarray and confusion. UNPROFOR’S credibility was further impaired. In this
context, Serb forces mounted operations against the “Safe Havens,” which culminated in the fall
of Srebrenica and the massacre of Muslims, figuratively under the eyes of UNPROFOR. The
UN could not find the will to ask NATO to resume its air strikes, and it looked as if UNPROFOR
might even collapse. Under these circumstances the Clinton administration, in consultation with
the Contact Group, mounted a round of shuttle diplomacy led by Ambassador Richard
Holbrooke. The mission’s first visit to Sarajevo ended in tragedy even before the team reached
the city. The French APC carrying the team crashed on the treacherous Mount Igman route into
Sarajevo, and three of the team members were killed. The Clinton administration decided to
press ahead with its diplomatic initiative. In the meantime, the freeze on air operations, which
had begun with the UNPROFOR crisis of May, came to an end. NATO now assumed
responsibility for the execution of air strikes.

At this time the military situation in Bosnia took a turn against the Serbs. Croatian forces
launched an offensive against the Krajina Serbs, which culminated in the capture of Klin and the
re-establishment of Croatian control. This exposed Serb forces in western Bosnia to the very real
threat of further attacks. At the same time, the Milosevic government did nothing to support the
Krajina Serbs, signaling its reluctance to intervene militarily. In this context, with the Holbrooke
team’s shuttle diplomacy under way, there was another mortar attack with mass civilian
casualties in Sarajevo on August 28. Within two days NATO mounted sustained and systematic
air strikes against a broad range of Bosnian Serb military targets. The air strikes, although
lasting only a few days, provided proof of the powers’ will to intervene effectively and brought
rapid movement on the diplomatic front. A cease-fire was achieved, and the process of setting
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up direct negotiations among the Croatian, Bosnian and Yugoslav governments, acting as the
representative of the Bosnian Serbs, began.

Over the year preceding these developments NATO had moved forward with the
development of its Combined Joint Task Force (CJTF) concept, built around the ACE Rapid
Reaction Corps. NATO planners had been addressing the possibility of intervention in Bosnia
for several years and under the threat of the collapse of UNPROFOR had developed an
operational plan to support the withdrawal of UNPROFOR. In the new context, these plans were
quickly adapted to fit the requirements of a peace enforcement mission to support a military
presence in support of an end of hostilities and the political resolution of the conflict.

As the war in Bosnia raged, NATO was itself in a process of evolution to adapt to the
new security environment in Europe. This adaptation involved opening dialogue with the former
members of the Warsaw Treaty Organization through the North Atlantic Cooperation Council.

In 1993 NATO members began to consider the issue of partnership with the states of Central and
Eastern Europe, which was institutionalized as the Partnership for Peace in January 1994. At the
same time, NATO enlargement with regard to timing, costs, and potential new members became
a topic of hot debate within the Alliance and across Europe. NATO also began the process of
adapting its force structure to post-Cold War security challenges, including ethno-national
conflicts. This led to the organization of the ACE Rapid Reaction Corps [ARRC] and the
development of the Combined Joint Task Force [CJTF] concept. On his assumption of his duties
as SACEUR, General George Joulwan brought to bear in his NATO assignment the expertise
and skills that he had honed in fostering engagement and cooperation in the US Southern
Command. These skills proved of crucial importance in working out the command relationship
that would cover Russian troops deploying with “Task Force Eagle,” Multi-National Division
North of IFOR.

There was a considerable increase in tensions within the international community over
the fast pace of events in Bosnia in the fall of 1995. Serious tensions existed between
Washington and Moscow over the nature of NATO’s role after the air strikes. In this context the
close, working relationship forged between Secretary of Defense Perry and his Russian
counterpart, General Grachev, proved invaluable. Perry and Grachev found a way to explore
Russian participation in a Bosnian peace operation as the negotiations went forward. In the final
analysis General Joulwan found the unique command arrangement under which via operational
control [OPCON] and tactical control [TACON] Russian forces could serve in Task Force Eagle
inside the 1st Armored Division’s headquarters as part of Multi-National Division (North) under
General Joulwan, as SACEUR, and through his Deputy for Russian Forces, Colonel-General
Leontiy Shevtsov. This OPCON arrangement bypassed the ARRC Commander, Admiral Smith.

During October a series of steps led to the negotiations among the three states (Bosnia-
Herzegovina, Croatia, and Yugoslavia [for the “Serbian Republic”] under U. S. sponsorship in
Dayton, Ohio, 1-23 November 1995. These negotiations took place under the observation of
representatives of the Contact Group and the European Union. Their success was a triumph of
timely and determined diplomacy in which NATO’s military professionalism, represented in
person by General Joulwan and the Commander of the US 1st Armored Division, Major General
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Nash, played a valuable role at Dayton. On November 23 the parties initialed the General
Framework Agreement and set the stage for the final signing of the agreement in Paris on 14
December 1995. With UN Security Council Resolution 1031 in hand, mandating the execution
of the civilian and military tasks provided for in the agreement, NATO conducted the actual
deployment of IFOR to Bosnia, for which it had been preparing under various contingencies for
several years.

As this overview suggests, the roles that the various international organizations played in
attempting to resolve the Yugoslav conflict evolved. An assessment of the performance of these
organizations’ performance sheds much light on means available to the international community
for conflict management and resolution in the post-Cold War era. The rest of this section will
evaluate that performance.

The United Nations. The UN played a central role in the attempts to settle the armed
conflict on the territory of the former Yugoslavia. The UN, at that time, had assumed an
expanded role in conflict management, going well beyond its traditional peacekeeping functions
in such places as Kampuchea and Somalia. In Yugoslavia, the UN made use of virtually the
entire arsenal of means defined in the UN Charter, including political-diplomatic measures,
economic measures and force. The nature of the UN’s actions to resolve the Balkan crisis may
be conditionally divided into three stages.

During the first stage (from 1991 through 1992), traditional political-diplomatic,
economic and other non-coercive means were used in an effort to settle the conflict.
Negotiations between the warring parties began and culminated in a cease-fire. The UN
Protection Force was deployed (beginning January 1992) to protect the cease-fire line around the
Serb-controlled areas of Croatia. UN protection zones were established here. In July of 1992
UN forces were also sent to Bosnia-Herzegovina. This force included a headquarters, eighteen
infantry battalions and support units, for a total of 23,000 personnel. UNPROFOR in Bosnia-
Herzegovina deployed in three sectors: “Sarajevo,” “Southwest,” and “Northeast.” Its tasks
included: safeguarding the delivery of humanitarian aid; creating the conditions for the
evacuation of refugees and the exchange of prisoners of war; and protecting the Moslem
population in six so-called UN security zones. These zones had been formed in accordance with
UN Security Council resolution 836 of 4 June 1993 and were as follows: Sarajevo, Tuzla, Zepa,
Gorazde, Srebrenica and Bihac. In order to stop the fighting quickly in the Yugoslav crisis area (
pursuant to UN Security Council resolution 781 of 9 October 1992), a no-fly zone was imposed
in Bosnian airspace, and UN observers were placed at airfields in the Union Republic of
Yugoslavia, Bosnia-Herzegovina and Croatia.

UNPROFOR’s mandates expanded to meet new contingencies and crises. It was given
the right to use standard-issue weapons and military hardware to prevent attacks on security
zones, to monitor implementation of cease-fire agreements, and to monitor the withdrawal of
armed formations that posed a threat to the civilian population from controlled areas.
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The second stage (1992 to 1994) showed a gradual increase in coercive measures, which
included establishing a total blockade of the conflict region. Beginning in 1994, all contacts with
leaders of the Serb Republic were halted. NATO and WEU combat air and naval forces
deployed to the conflict area. Their mission was to support implementation of the UN Security
Council resolution calling for an embargo on arms deliveries to the conflict zone and banning all
flights over the territory of Bosnia-Herzegovina. A large grouping of allied air forces (more than
200 combat aircraft) provided air cover for the peacekeeping force. These aircraft were located
at air bases in Italy and aboard ships in the Adriatic.

On 15 June 1993 joint operation SHARP GUARD established a maritime blockade of the
former Yugoslav Republic. This action was taken in accordance with UN Security Council
resolution 820 of 17 April 1993, and a decision of a joint session of the NATO Military Council
and the Council of the WEU on 3 June 1993. The basic goal of the operation was to assure the
unconditional implementation of the embargo on deliveries of weapons and strategic raw
materials to the warring parties. The constant presence of a powerful grouping of multi-national
strike and assault forces in the immediate vicinity of the conflict area exerted psychological
influence (and in the event of an uncontrolled development of the military-political situation,
coercive influence) on the warring parties.

The distinctive characteristic of the third stage (1994-1995) was the purposeful use of
force against the Bosnian Serbs as an instrument of “peace enforcement.” These methods were
used because the past measures employed by the world community to settle the conflict in
Bosnia-Herzegovina through peaceful means had failed. The negotiations within the framework
of the Geneva conference on the former Yugoslavia had not yielded positive results or reduced
tension. This lack of success was due to the unyielding positions of the leaderships of the
warring parties. The dead-end situation that arose during the negotiation process strengthened
the positions of those who favored using force to resolve the Bosnian problem.

The following conclusions can be drawn from an analysis of the UN activity to resolve
the Yugoslav crisis. The primary shortcoming was the absence of a comprehensive approach to
solving the problem on the part of the UN. The UN Security Council did not fully utilize its
capabilities, nor did it implement its requirements effectively and in the shortest possible time
periods, as is required by the UN Charter when undertaking effective measures to settle a
conflict. The Security Council did not create an integrated mechanism that could function on the
basis of a unified concept and clear system of responsibility for resolving various aspects of the
settlement of the Yugoslav crisis.

Experiencing significant difficulties, the UN effectively removed itself from the
performance of its direct functions and placed responsibility for their execution on a multitude of
groups, conferences, individuals, and various European organizations within the framework of
the EC, OSCE, NATO and the WEU. The latter organizations had only limited mandates that
provided for performing those functions with which the UN had charged them, and they had no
comprehensive plan for conflict resolution. Disagreements among the nations which provided
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the forces and means to execute these functions precluded a collective and comprehensive
approach to the conflict that took into account the interests of all the parties involved.

Fundamental principles of the then-existing European order were in conflict, e.g.,
national self-determination, the inviolability of borders, and the priority of international borders
over internal administrative borders. The resolution of those contradictions resulted in
international legal precedents being set. In furtherance of the right of national self-
determination, internal administrative divisions acquired the status of internationally recognized
state borders. Under conditions of ongoing ethno-national conflicts on the territory of the former
Yugoslavia, the UN recognized the independence of its republics within the former
administrative borders, as well as the results of the election in Bosnia-Herzegovina and imposed
majority role over the existing constitutional principle that no fundamental change could take
place without the agreement of the representatives of the three ethnic factions. Rather than
helping resolve the Yugoslav crisis, this situation precipitated open warfare in Bosnia-
Herzegovina.

The Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe. The OSCE played a
definite role in solving the Yugoslav crisis. Born with the Helsinki Act of 1974, the Council on
Security and Cooperation in Europe had played a constructive role during the Cold War through
creation of a number of confidence-building measures. With the end of the Cold War and the
break-up of the Soviet Union the CSCE came to include many new member states and, as the
OSCE, took on a more permanent structure and assumed a more active role in European security.
Its contributions to resolving the Yugoslav crisis were as follows:

--Organizing and conducting control trips (missions) to observe and gather information;

--Establishing (in 1992) representations and missions in Kosovo (the first preventive
mission of this organization), the Sanjak and Vojvodina;

--Deploying OSCE observer missions to the Republic of Croatia to observe and assist in
the implementation of UN sanctions.

An assessment of OSCE activity in the former Yugoslavia reveals that the tasks
accomplished by the OSCE primarily involved monitoring compliance with the sanctions
imposed against the Serbs. Analysis of OSCE activity in the Balkans revealed a lack of effective
conflict settlement capabilities, despite the seemingly impressive statutory tools of this regional
organization. This limited its ability to react appropriately to developing crisis situations and
military actions.

The European Union and the Western European Union. Both the EU and the WEU
were undergoing profound changes when armed conflict erupted in the former Yugoslavia. For
the EU this process involved the process of deepening their economic and political integration,
associated with Maastricht Treaty and the preparations for the European Monetary Union, and
broadening, associated with the admission of new members. In June 1992, the EU enunciated its
Lisbon Principles, which included a role for the EU in the prevention and settlement of conflicts.
The WEU, which had existed from 1948 as a European security organization, composed of
some members of the European Community, had become revitalized in the 1980s. At a meeting
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of foreign and defense ministers of the WEU member-states at Petersberg, Germany, (prior to the
meeting of the European Council in Lisbon) the WEU embraced the “Petersberg tasks,” which
included humanitarian and rescue operations, peacekeeping, and crisis management. While
distinct organizations with some overlapping membership, the EU and WEU functioned in
tandem during the Yugoslav crisis and practiced a limited but effective division of labor, based
on their respective roles in the European order. The approaches of the EU and WEU to settling
the crisis in the former Yugoslavia were shaped by two factors: their common interest in
restoring peace and stability in the Balkans and their growing roles in the evolving European
order.

At the same time, the member-countries of these organizations had their own interests in
the region, and these interests determined their degree of involvement in the efforts to resolve the
conflict. This fact had an impact on the effectiveness and impartiality of the work of these
organizations. Officially, the EU and the WEU favored settlement of the armed conflict and
differences through peaceful means. At the same time, under powerful pressure from Germany,
they supported a number of decisions that led directly and substantially to an escalation in the
use of force. One example was their recognition of the national independence of Slovenia and
Croatia. They also actively participated in implementing measures involving forceful pressure
against the warring factions in Bosnia-Herzegovina, usually against the forces of the Serbian
Republic. These actions also included the enforcement of strict economic sanctions against the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the Krajina Serbs, as well as military measures.

In practice, the EU and the WEU lacked a developed mechanism for crisis response. On
the whole, their practical contribution to the resolution of the armed conflict was limited
primarily to observer and intermediary functions and to resolving common and humanitarian
tasks. These included supporting the international sanctions, delivering humanitarian aid to the
civilian population and exercising an intermediary role at negotiations between the warring
parties.

For the first time, WEU forces were employed to implement UN Security Council
sanctions. Under the UN Security Council resolution to impose an embargo on arms shipments,
WEU forces took part in a coalition naval operation in the Adriatic, SHARP GUARD. The
WEU member-countries provided NATO with a detachment of WEU warships, and deployed
units of the police and customs services on the Danube.

When fighting erupted between Moslems and Croats in Herzegovina, the EU gave
priority attention to searching for ways to stabilize Moslem-Croat relations in this region. To a
great extent, the existence of the Moslem-Croat Federation itself depends on these efforts. The
EU has allocated significant financial means for this purpose.

Analysis of the course of the military-political situation shows that, in the mid-term, the
role and influence of the EU and WEU in Bosnia-Herzegovina and the entire post-Yugoslav
space will grow. This fact is due primarily to the economic, political, and military interests of
the European countries.
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The North Atlantic Treaty Organization. The Yugoslav conflict erupted at a time
when NATO was in a process of transformation associated with the end of the Cold War. In the
new atmosphere, when the Warsaw Treaty Organization had ceased to exist and the risk of
general European war had been sharply reduced, NATO began reaching out to former members
of that alliance via the North Atlantic Consultative Council. With the break-up of the Soviet
Union, the successor states were invited to join the NACC. At the same time, it began a process
of adjusting its organization and commands to the new challenges to European security.

For the first time, the conceptual bases for using NATO forces for “peacekeeping
activity” have been formulated at the conceptual level at a session of the North Atlantic Council,
which took place in Oslo in June of 1992. In accordance with the principles of the accepted
theory of “crisis management,” participating in the resolution of crisis situations and military
conflicts, as well as conducting humanitarian operations within NATO’s zone of responsibility
and outside of it, now became NATO functions. There were three stages in NATO’s efforts to
settle the armed conflict in the former Yugoslavia.

During the first stage (1992-1993), NATO forces performed tasks that were defined in
UN Security Council resolutions on monitoring the weapons embargo and controlling airspace.
Combined NATO naval units (1992) and NATO air force units (1993) were formed to perform
the aforementioned tasks. SACEUR directed the creation of a special air task force to carry out
these tasks. The force included units from the US, France, Great Britain, Turkey, Spain and the
Netherlands. The 5th Joint Tactical Air Command, Allied Forces Southern Europe exercised
command and control over the task force.

The second stage (1993-1994) of NATO involvement began when the UN Security
Council sanctioned the use of NATO forces to carry out new tasks: protecting the security of UN
peacekeeping personnel and providing air cover for the so-called UN safe havens in Bosnia-
Herzegovina. The NATO command and headquarters began gathering information and created
the conditions in which the air force could execute its assigned tasks in specified areas of Bosnia-
Herzegovina. In August 1994, for the first time in NATO history, NATO air forces bombed
actual targets. These were the Bosnian Serb army, including the airfield at Udbina in the Krajina
region of Croatia. A unique feature of this activity was that NATO command coordinated its
actions with UN Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali, rather than with the Security Council.
Air strikes were employed to force the Serbs to implement the UN Security Council decision on
the status of the UN safe havens.

!Attacks by the armed forces of the Serbian Republic on the safe havens provided the
immediate cause of these air strikes. However, according to data from UNPROFOR sources,
raids by Moslem irregular forces based in the Safe Havens in Bosnia and Herzegovina helped to
provoke the Serb attacks. The Russian team members note that the Croatian Army’s offensive
actions in the “Serb Krajina” (a UN protection zone in Croatia) coincided with the renewal of the
NATO air strikes.
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The third stage (1995) of NATO’s involvement was precipitated by the crisis of
UNPROFOR’s inability to perform its missions and the distinct possibility that UNPROFOR
would have to withdraw from Bosnia-Herzegovina. NATO’s involvement began with the need
to plan to support the withdrawal of UNPROFOR. Fighting in Croatia resumed, and within
Bosnia-Herzegovina a new wave of ethnic cleansing, associated with the fall of the UN-
mandated safe havens in eastern Bosnia-Herzegovina, brought increased international pressure
for action. NATO escalated military preparations and prepared to compel the Bosnian Serbs to
desist from further attacks.

On 30 May 1995, NATO’s multi-national ACE Rapid Reaction Corps (ARRC) was
activated. Its personnel strength numbered up to 10,000. The UN granted NATO broad powers
to use force to resolve the conflict. In August and September 1995, in response to Bosnian Serb
shelling of Sarajevo, NATO air and naval forces launched a series of air strikes on key
installations of the Bosnian Serb Army. These targets included command and control systems
(command points, communications nodes), air defense systems, logistics, transport lines and
infrastructure.

An analysis of NATO actions in the former Yugoslavia reveals that, in practice, NATO
implemented its post-Cold War strategic innovations and took on the function of resolving crisis
situations and military conflicts “out of area,” i.e., beyond the territories of the alliance’s
members, but in areas defined by the alliance as “vital” to the security of Europe. In practical
terms this involved an advance of NATO’s infrastructure southward into the zone of crisis with
the objective of being able to react more quickly and decisively to a potential crisis in the
southeastern Europe.

Observations on the Roles of the International Organizations. The crisis in the
former Yugoslavia came at a time of profound changes in the international system and the
transformation of key institutions involved in global and European security. These institutions
had to adapt to a serious challenge in a new environment. An analysis of the activities of
international organizations trying to resolve the Yugoslav crisis reveals a substantial
redistribution of functions and roles to various international organizations. There was a
significant growth in the role of regional organizations and their forces in resolving conflicts.

Given the clear trend toward a reduction of the UN’s direct role in overseeing the use of
military force in peace operations, it seems necessary to rethink this organization’s traditional
approach to the exercise of its peacekeeping function. This approach was based on monitoring
the sides’ compliance with the obligations to which they had agreed. The basic problem now is
the substantial blurring of the differences between traditional peacekeeping actions and those of
peace enforcement. Drawing countries and organizations of the Moslem world into the conflict
in Bosnia and Herzegovina had a certain impact on the development of the armed conflict there.

The member-states of these Moslem organizations, although divided on many issues,

found a basis for united action in Bosnia-Herzegovina through the solidarity they felt for their
fellow Moslems there. This common policy involved financial assistance and active military aid
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to the Moslem side. In demanding that the entire republic be returned to the control of the
Bosnia and Herzegovina’s Moslem leadership, the members of the Islamic Conference, in the
December 1994 Declaration in Casablanca, essentially sent an ultimatum to the world
community. They called for the employment of military power against the Bosnian Serbs,
including NATO’s military power, and stated that the Conference members would, in the case of
no such action by NATO, reserve the right to offer direct and substantial support to the Bosnian
state against the Serbs. This coordinated policy had a significant impact on the evolution of the
views of various European countries toward the method of resolving the Bosnian conflict, and it
was the driving factor in their consent to the use of NATO forces. While the American
researchers note the concern of the ICO and LAS for the cause of the Bosnian Moslems and the
financial assistance provided by their members, they do not see these organizations as playing a
vital or decisive role in the resolution of the conflict. However, the Russian researchers have
some basis for stressing that the widespread employment of foreign Mujahideen added certain
elements to the combat, including terrorist acts against the civilian population.

IFOR’s Goals and Tasks in the Former Yugoslavia: The International Legal Basis
for Its Activities. Over the last half century a fairly broad spectrum of forms and methods of
peacekeeping has developed within the framework of international law [as defined by the UN
Charter (Chapters VI, VII and VIII)]. In the post-Cold War era changes in the international order
have brought into play new elements in peacekeeping.

The current study demonstrates that peacekeeping/enforcement in Bosnia-Herzegovina
has evolved in accord with the shift away from “classical peacekeeping” to peace enforcement.
In Bosnhia-Herzegovina the sequential transition from classical peacekeeping operations to
peacemaking and peace enforcement was evident. The IFOR operation represented a definite
frontier that reoriented the world community towards compelling the warring parties into peace.

The IFOR mission was carried out on an international-legal basis that had been worked
out in detail. IFOR was given the necessary one-year mandate (status) based on UN Security
Council resolution 1031 of 15 December 1995. Pursuant to this resolution, the regional
organization, NATO, was tasked with creating a multi-national peacekeeping force. IFOR
performed the first peace operation in history in which NATO had the lead role, while the UN’s
role was somewhat reduced. The UN approved the operation and adopted the appropriate
resolution in its Security Council. The NATO Council exercised direct political leadership of the
operation. Therefore, all the forces designated for its conduct had to act in strict conformity with
the policy developed by the North Atlantic Council.

At a conference on Russian and US/NATO cooperation, former Deputy Chief of Staff of
SACEUR for Operations and Logistics LTG Patrick K. Gamble observed: “The IFOR was
created as a result of three years of planning NATQ’s operational activity in support of
UNPROFOR in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina."

2 “Military Cooperation Between Russia and the USA/NATO,” Conference Materials,
Russian Center for Strategic and International Studies [RTsSMI], 1997.
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Guided by the political decisions of the 1994 NATO summit and the acceptance in
principle of a role for NATO in peace operations, SACEUR developed a concept for employing
an international peace force. This concept took into account the fundamental principles of the
Partnership for Peace program, as well as the Combined Joint Task Force concept, and served as
the conceptual basis used by SHAPE in organizing and carrying out IFOR. Because of the
situation, the multi-national armed force could not execute its mission until authority was passed
from the UNPROFOR commander to the IFOR commander. This left its mark on the goals and
tasks that lay ahead for IFOR.

The basic goal of IFOR was to provide for the implementation of the military aspects of
the peace settlement in Bosnia-Herzegovina (Annex 1-A of the Dayton Accords). In addition,
because of the rapid withdrawal of the UNPROFOR, IFOR tasks also included the creation of
secure conditions for performance of all other tasks by civilian organizations in Bosnia-
Herzegovina.

The military aspects of the peace settlement, as set forth in the Accords’ Annex 1A,
reflected in detail the basic tasks of the peace-enforcement force in Bosnia-Herzegovina.
Pursuant to the peace accord, IFOR’s basic military tasks included: separating the warring
parties; assuring a cease-fire; monitoring the withdrawal of troops and weapons to their
designated zones; and creating stable and secure conditions for the activity of the civilian
organizations in fulfillment of the tasks called for in the peace accords.’

During implementation of the Dayton Accords, IFOR was to devote primary attention to
performing a number of tasks relating to the halting of military actions in Bosnia-Herzegovina,
including:

--Achieving a long-term halt to the military activities;

--Establishing a zone of separation along the coordinated line of cease-fire,
approximately two kilometers deep on either side;

--Providing the immediate liberation and hand-over of combatants and civilians detained
in connection with the conflict, as well as the liberation and hand-over of any prisoners being
detained (within thirty days);

--Providing for the withdrawal of all the warring parties’ forces to beyond the zone of
separation;

--Liberating territory transferred from one state formation, existing within the framework
of Bosnhia-Herzegovina, to another;

--Providing for the withdrawal of heavy weapons (over a 120-day period) to collection
areas and other points designated by the IFOR command;

--Disarming and dispersing all armed civilian formations, except for authorized police
forces;

*NATO’s Sixteen Nations, No. 2 (1996), p. 18.
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--Resolving the issue of demobilizing the armed formations that could not be placed in
collection areas (barracks).*

During preparation for the operation, special attention was devoted to: monitoring the
implementation of the treaty (along the 1,075-km line of separation and in the zone of separation
in an area of 4300 sqg. km.); checking that the troops of the former warring factions (FWF) were
located in specially designated areas (more than 700 locations); checking the anti-aircraft
weapons storage areas; monitoring the elimination of fortified facilities; establishing the facts of
violations of the cease-fire and armistice and investigating them.

In addition, a great many tasks were also to be performed in: the mine-clearing process;
transport issues (maintaining approximately 5,000 km of roads in passable condition); providing
the security of bridges and tunnels; setting up control of the airspace over Bosnia-Herzegovina,
as well as control over basic movement along land routes; monitoring the implementation of
sanctions; providing for the security, freedom of movement and placement of the civilian
population; taking sanitation and epidemiological measures to prevent massive infectious illness
and epidemics in the conflict region.

The tasks for implementation of the civilian aspects of the peace accords consisted
primarily of: creating the conditions necessary for the work of humanitarian organizations
operating in Bosnia-Herzegovina; assisting in the withdrawal of those UN forces that did not
receive an IFOR mandate; assisting the UNHCR and other international organizations in their
humanitarian tasks operating in the conflict zone pursuant to the peace treaty and assisting them
in their movement through the conflict zone; creating the necessary conditions for the holding of
free and fair elections; helping refugees, and persons forcibly interned in their return to their
previous locations; creating the conditions for negotiations and other measures for peaceful
conflict settlement; establishing law and order, as well as the normal operation of state
institutions; providing security for official visits at all levels; and helping establish normal
contacts between the populations of the warring parties.

As these lists suggest, IFOR had to accomplish numerous and diverse tasks. As the
analysis shows, because of the specific nature of the peace operation, some of these tasks were
unrelated to the training the force had received for its direct mission, and this required the
attention of the IFOR command. Because of this, the countries providing troops for IFOR had to
meet the required level of combat training and combat readiness before they were allowed to
participate directly in the operation. In the opinion of the authors, this process has great
significance for future peace operations. In future military cooperation it would be advisable to
continue developing and clarifying common tasks that can be used in the training of troops and
staffs designated for multi-national peace operations.

*Ibid., pp. 85, 86.
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CHAPTER TWO
THE PLAN FOR FULFILLING THE DAYTON ACCORDS

Planning the Operation. Planning began at SHAPE in 1992 in the form of multiple,
detailed contingency plans. The Allied Command Europe (ACE) Rapid Reaction Corps (ARRC)
began contingency planning and reconnaissance for Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1993. The US 1st
Armored Division began contingency planning, coordination and drills in the spring of 1994. On
21 September 1995 the 1st Armored Division was alerted for possible deployment to Bosnia.
This began a tough, very intense division training program which tested the plans and
incorporated a series of command post exercises (CPXs) and fire coordination exercises (FCXs).
During exercise IRON WARRIOR, they trained to establish a zone of separation, to separate
factions and conduct joint military commissions (JMCs) -- all elements of the plan. The division
conducted a series of reconnaissance visits to Bosnia-Herzegovina. SACEUR General Joulwan
took MG Nash, the 1st Armored Division Commander, to Dayton to observe the negotiations.
Once the Dayton Accords were signed, detailed final planning was conducted by USAREUR and
1st Armored Division with consultations with SHAPE. The British and French did the same for
their sectors.”

The Russians were brought into the combined planning process late. Following the
“Peacekeeper 95" combined Russian-American exercise at Fort Riley, Kansas, Secretary of
Defense Perry and Minister of Defense Grachev agreed to the commitment of an unspecified
Russian force. At subsequent high-level discussions at SHAPE, Minister of Defense Grachev
agreed to the commitment of the Russian Brigade. The Russian Army did an excellent job in
planning and moving the brigade in a short period of time. What makes it even more remarkable
is that Russian forces were still engaged in Chechnya while this planning process was going on.°

Detailed planning for the IFOR operation in Bosnia-Herzegovina began and was
accomplished pursuant to NATO Military Committee Directive 111931Z concerning
NATQO’s participation in the process of re-establishing peace, and pursuant to the decision of the
North Atlantic Council to conduct an operation to carry out the military aspects of the General
Framework Agreement, signed in Paris on 14 December 1995. Based on these decisions,
SACEUR ordered the operational planning for several areas that would accommodate the various
possible situational developments. Judging by the planning materials, these instructions and
recommendations were consistent in nature and were based on achievement of the assigned goals
from the very beginning.

*Brigadier General Stanley F. Cherrie, “Task Force Eagle,” Military Review, (July-August
1997), 63-72 and interview with Brigadier General Stanley F. Cherrie, Ft. Leavenworth, 19
December 1997.

®Interview with General-Lieutenant Nikolai Staskov, Moscow, 9 December 1997.
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The basic planning document for IFOR was SACEUR’s Operations Plan 10405. It
consists of a set of combat documents written by the SACEUR’s staff based on the authority to
conduct the operation as granted by UN Security Council Resolution 1031 of 15 December 1995.
The actions of the Russian contingent are reflected in the “Plan for the Participation of the
Russian Peacekeeping Contingent in the UN Operation in Bosnia-Herzegovina.” Military
specialists have given high marks to the organization, planning and level of detail contained in
their planning documents.

All plans reflect the general principles for the conduct of the operation, the primary and
secondary military missions, the assessment of the degree of risk, the procedure for conducting
the operation, the concept of the operation, the missions of subordinate commanders,
coordination measures for tactical missions, logistics procedures, and command and control.
Further, the operation plan annexes provided detailed coverage of command and control,
reconnaissance, intelligence exchange, force protection, employment of aviation and naval
forces, communications, and information, military-legal, logistics, medical and transportation
support.

Informing the public was a significant part of the IFOR operation. To a large extent,
public support for the actions of the peace-enforcement force depended on openness and
publicity. Future peace-enforcement operations will require planning to gain and maintain
international public support from the very beginning of the planning process. In multi-national
peace enforcement operations, informing the public is pressing issue that requires thorough and
detailed attention.

The rules of engagement had a significant impact on the subsequent execution of the
mission by making completely clear under what conditions weapons could be used. Since a
clear understanding of the rules of engagement ultimately determines the peace-operation force’s
own security, future peace operations demand rules of engagement that are clear and precise.

Preparing for and conducting the IFOR operation followed the usual logic of military
operations. The plans were based on the principles of the Dayton Accords: the need to monitor
the pull back of the troops of the warring parties within the agreed time period and to establish a
line of separation; the need to support the organized and safe withdrawal of the UN
peacekeeping force and the need to create the conditions for implementation of the civilian
aspects of the Accords.

Based on the strategic goals, the availability of well-prepared forces, the physical and
geographical features of the zone of the operation and the specifics of the peace operation (in
particular, the presumed absence of countermeasures on the part of the warring parties),
SACEUR issued the following parameters that characterized the operation:

The Composition and Strength of the Participating Forces. Pursuant to the decision

of the NATO Military Committee, the plan would activate military units from fourteen NATO
countries (excluding Iceland and Luxembourg) and ten non-NATO countries. Subsequently, the
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composition of the peace operations force was redefined. In accordance with the confirmed
operation plan (Number 10405) military contingents from 36 countries were activated (fifteen
NATO countries, excluding Iceland, and twenty-one non-NATO countries).

The total number of ground forces implementing the accords was approximately 84,000,
not counting support-services units located outside Bosnia-Herzegovina. Of these,
approximately 71,000 personnel were from NATO countries and 12,000 from non-NATO
countries.

The zone of conduct of the operation was bounded by land and air borders of part of
the former Yugoslavia (Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia and Macedonia), the international waters
and air space of the Adriatic and the lonian Seas, and by the territorial waters of Albania, Croatia
and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. In addition, it included the territory and air space of the
NATO countries of southern Europe, as well as certain other zones and routes.

The length of the operation was determined by the peacekeeping mandate and was
calculated not to exceed twelve months.

On the whole, the operation plan conformed to the principles and requirements set forth
in NATO planning documents. The basic portion of the operation plan reflected the decision to
conduct the operation. It laid out the concept, the troop missions, the bases for coordination,
support, and the organization of command and control.

According to the concept, Bosnia-Herzegovina was the area in which primary efforts
would be concentrated.

The operation was planned in five stages:

Stage 1 -- Readying and deploying the advance units of IFOR to the conflict zone. This
stage included all the actions to specify the number of troops, their combat training, and the
preparation and deployment of advance forces. The deployment of advance forces was a key
element in the first stage.

Stage 2 -- Insertion of IFOR and deployment to the assigned areas in the conflict zone.

Stage 3 -- Execution of the mission.

Stage 4 -- Transition to peace. The goal was for IFOR to take complete control of the
lines of separation of the warring parties and the zones of separation of their armed formations,
and organize the restoration of Bosnia-Herzegovina.

Stage 5 -- Withdrawal of the IFOR. IFOR was to hand over remaining tasks to the
appropriate international civilian organizations. IFOR was to withdraw from the conflict zone.

The plan called for the combined peace-operation forces to be deployed as a group of

ground, naval and air components under the operational command of CinC Allied Forces
Southern Europe (AFSOUTH).
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The ground forces component of the peace-operation force was included in the multi-
national divisions: “North,” based on the U.S. 1st Armored Division; “Southwest,” based on the
Great Britain’s 3rd Mechanized Division; and “Southeast,” based on France’s 6th Light Armored
Division [Armored Cavalry Division]. In addition, a combat support group, including the special
operations forces of the Allied Forces Southern Europe (forward command post in Sarajevo) was
constituted. Operational reserves, outside the boundaries of the operation, were created and
readied for possible deployment.

The ground forces component of the peace-operation force would initially create strong
points in the zone of operation and then subsequently take control of the entire zone. The
planned communication zone was a two-echelon structure that included a “forward
communications zone” and a “rear communications zone.” The naval component grouping was
based on NATO’s naval task forces of Allied Forces Southern Europe, consisting of task force
groups, a rear-services support group and an amphibious force group. The IFOR air component
was based on NATQ’s allied air forces, which had been formed earlier for Operation Deny
Flight.

The chain of command originated with SACEUR. Command of the peace operation
force came under Allied Forces Southern Europe, which had the following tasks:

—Exercise operational-tactical control of subordinate ground, air and naval groupings of
armed forces from both NATO and non-NATO countries;

—Support the protection, self-defense and freedom of movement of IFOR,;

—Determine the assembly and storage points for the former warring factions’ heavy
weapons moved away from the line of contact, as well as the location for their personnel;

—When necessary, compel the warring parties to halt armed clashes;

—Control demarcation lines and zones of separation in accordance with the Accords;

—Provide security for the withdrawal of the UN peacekeeping contingent;

—Create joint military commissions and coordination bodies with civilian organizations;

—Provide close air support for the UN peacekeeping forces, including in the region of
Eastern Slavonia, Baraniya and Western Srem, based on the appropriate UN Security Council
resolutions;

—Assist the UN High Commissioner for Refugees, and assist other international
humanitarian organizations;

—Monitor the actions of the sides to mark and clear mine fields, neutralize and remove
obstacles, prevent the laying of new mine fields or obstacles;

—Control movement along the road between Sarajevo and Gorazde;

—Control radar emissions, particularly anti-air defense systems in the operation zone and,
if necessary, suppress them with radio-electronic warfare assets;

—Control the air space over Bosnia-Herzegovina.

When planning the operation, much attention was devoted to coordinating actions among
headquarters within the conflict area and also among external commands. Allied Forces Central
Europe and Allied Forces Northwestern Europe cooperated with Allied Forces Southern Europe
by designating reinforcing forces and assets for IFOR and by training the brigades and divisions
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assigned to the peace-operation force. This included units from non-NATO countries. They also
moved and regrouped the designated forces in their areas of responsibility.

The command of the Ace Rapid Reaction Corps (ARRC) would command the peace-
operation ground forces component and would coordinate the training of the brigades and
battalions. The ACE Mobile Force was prepared to support Allied Forces Southern Europe.
SACEUR had overall jurisdiction of support.

Agreements stipulated the participation of non-NATO countries, limiting them to one
quarter of the total number of troops from NATO countries and to comprising no more than one
single tactical unit subordinated to a higher command (for example, a battalion as part of a
brigade, a brigade as part of a division). To the greatest extent possible, existing NATO
standards for troop training and combat employment were applied to the non-NATO contingents.

Non-NATO countries participated in the operational planning. They provided
representatives proportional to the number of troops designated for the peace-operation force.
Responsibility for logistics, finance and other types of support for the national contingents would
remain with the national commands but would be coordinated by SACEUR, according to the
terms of the agreement.

In keeping with the principle of unity of command, SACEUR had full operational
control. Non-NATO forces and assets were integrated into the NATO structure. The chain of
command and control ran: SACEUR --> IFOR Commander --> commanders of the IFOR
components (commander of the ARRC, commander of the naval task and support forces, Allied
Forces Southern Europe) --> subordinate troops. Close cooperation with staff organizations and
parallel planning made it possible to coordinate strategic, operational and tactical plans swiftly.

NATO and the Russian Federation agreed on principles and organizational procedures to
integrate the Russian contingent. On the whole, joint NATO and the RF planning was
successful. The difficulties that arose were due to the fact that the representatives of the RF
Armed Forces were not brought into the IFOR operation planning until its final stage. This
affected the degree of detailed planning conducted for deploying Russian forces.

Deployment of the IFOR. The decision to deploy IFOR was not made until the General
Framework Agreement for Peace was signed in Paris on 14 December 1995. The operation,
brokered by the Dayton Agreement of 21 November, was anticipated by NATO for several
years, if contingency planning is taken into account, and by several months of deliberate
planning. The US 1st Armored Division began training for deployment in Grafenwoehr on 21
September.

Practically from the onset of hostilities, the US military was intimately involved in
planning for an eventual peace in Bosnia-Herzegovina. They had studied the successes and
failures of the UN attempts at bringing peace and had incorporated these lessons into their
training plans. Military leaders were well aware of the particular challenges which confronted
them in the Bosnian theater and had developed a rigorous training program to handle every
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possible contingency. US military leaders closely monitored the situation and were intimately
involved with the crafting of the Dayton Peace Accords. For the mission to succeed, it was clear
that the Implementation Force (IFOR) should possess overwhelming combat superiority.” As a
result of the Paris Settlement, NATO faced a particularly challenging calendar for initiation of its
mission. The transfer of authority from UNPROFOR to IFOR was to be accomplished by D-4.2

The IFOR had both specified and implied missions. They included:

--Conduct pre-deployment training;

--Bring about cessation of hostilities among the Former Warring Factions (FWF);
--Ensure cooperation of the FWF with the Implementation Force (IFOR);

--Separate the FWF by ensuring withdrawal no later than D+30 -- from a zone of
separation over 1,000 miles of the confrontation line in Bosnia-Herzegovina,;

--Ensure freedom of movement in the territory of Bosnia-Herzegovina;

--Supervise the transition of control between the elements of FWF in designated areas of
transfer by D+90;

--Monitor the status of forces (demilitarization, weapons stockpiles, training) throughout
Bosnia-Herzegovina;

--Deploy the entire 60,000 personnel (from 30 nations) of IFOR, along with their
equipment and logistics by D+120;

--Transition to peace by D+270.°

During the pre-deployment phase, IFOR forces trained while commanders tailored their
forces and logistics and allocated centers. While forces were certified ready for deployment,
command and staff elements conducted reconnaissance visits into their areas of concern.
Information operations were conducted. Planning was conducted for deploying enabling forces,
but since no deployments were allowed before the treaty signature, enabling forces were not
deployed. Reception, Staging, Onward Movement and Integration (RSOI) was created at an
Intermediate Support Base in Taszar, Hungary for the multinational Task Force Eagle (based on
the tailored 1st Armored Division).'°

During the deployment phase, the French, British and Task Force Eagle deployed
according to division planning. The plans were similar. The US deployment of Task Force
Eagle consisted of seven deployment packages:

1. Deployment of command and control elements by air to Tuzla to prepare to assume
control of selected UNPROFOR units (Swedish battalion, NorLog battalion, Turkish battalion
and two Pakistani battalions--which later redeployed). The 3-325 IN (Airborne) secures Tuzla
airbase;

"Cherrie, “Task Force Eagle”, Military Review, (July-August 1997), 63-72 and interview with
8Brigadier General Stanley F. Cherrie, Ft. Leavenworth, 19 December 1997.
Ibid.
*Ibid.
Plbid.
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2. Open the lines of communication (LOC) and deploy force from Germany by rail to
Kapsvar, Hungary, and then conduct road march south through Zupanja, Croatia, and cross the
flooded Sava river;

Send Task Force Eagle forward;

Send 1st Brigade Combat Team forward;

Send main body forward (2nd Brigade Combat Team and Division Main);
Send Task Force support elements forward;

Send remaining elements forward.

No ko

The execution phase ran virtually simultaneously with the deployment phase. The
decision to commit overwhelming combat superiority prevented hostility and allowed the IFOR
to quickly move into position and on D+4 begin carrying out its assigned missions successfully.
The Russian Brigade deployed from 12 to 30 January 1995 and took over its sector from
American units.™*

Decision. There were a number of factors which finally prompted the US and other major
European powers to decide on using a NATO-led force to compel an end to the fighting in
Bosnia. After three years of failure, it was apparent that the UN forces had neither the firepower
nor the mandate to force the Former Warring Factions (FWF) to lay down their arms. Although
the UN began to rely upon NATO forces to coerce the Serbs into submission, it soon became
apparent that without Serb political compliance, NATO air attacks were insufficient to bring
about a lasting settlement. Motivated by a mixture of war weariness, fear of more NATO strikes
and effective diplomacy, the leaders of Croatia, Bosnia and Yugoslavia met and initialed a peace
treaty in Dayton, Ohio, on 21 November 1995.

Practically from the onset of hostilities in the former Yugoslavia, US political and
military officials had been intimately involved in NATO planning for a wide spectrum of
possible missions. US political and military leaders had studied the successes and failures of the
UN attempts at bringing peace and had incorporated these lessons into their overall strategy.
Some of the key lessons included the necessity of overwhelming force, objectivity and
legitimacy. Military leaders were well aware of the particular challenges which confronted them
in the Bosnian theater and had developed a rigorous training program to handle every possible
contingency.

The majority of the peacekeeping action participants judge the deployment of IFOR to
have been one of the most important and successful phases of the operation. The attention with
which the IFOR command approached the deployment is confirmed in the SACEUR’s
instructions to his staff. These instructions were given during the planning of the operation. “By
the organized way in which we will begin the deployment, the warring parties in Bosnia-
Herzegovina will see that they are confronting totally new approaches from the world

Yibid.
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community...that we are fully determined to carry out the task assigned to us -- to force them to
comply with the principles of the peace accords.”*?

Two basic factors contributed to the effectiveness of the IFOR deployment. The first was
a detailed study of the situation in the region with a thorough analysis of the possible threats.
The second was the successful preliminary deployment of support and control structures.

Deployment of the advance IFOR group began on 2 December 1995. Its basic
goal was to establish the communications of the rear-services organizations, airfields, ports and
the staffs that would exercise command and control over the deployment of the IFOR grouping.
The advance IFOR forces were deployed as follows: individual organizations of the IFOR staff
(approximately 350 people); the corps staff of the ARRC (about 400); organizations for combat
support of the ARRC (about 100); divisional elements of the multi-national divisions “North,”
“Southwest” and “Southeast”; staff organizations of the special operations forces (about 100);
individual elements of communications, intelligence and control of the transfer in the rear of the
conflict zone (about 200 people). A particular feature of the advance group deployment was that
the Allied Forces Southern Europe were to be ready to deploy the advance forces from the armed
forces of NATO countries before the conclusion of the peace negotiations (the actual signing of
the accord). These actions demonstrate that NATO sought to be in position to execute its
decision immediately upon the signing in Paris and the passage of the Security Council’s
resolution.*®

SACEUR determined the priorities in the strategic deployment of the coalition
contingents in the conflict zone. Further, SACEUR coordinated and controlled the IFOR
deployment via the Mobility Coordination Center and the appropriate allied centers of the
subordinate commands. The carefully developed troop deployment plan played a decisive role
during this first stage. The document, “Organizing the Deployment and Actions of Allied
Forces,” formed the basis of this plan. Pursuant to this document, each country, depending on
the conditions, would independently determine and report to the IFOR command the exact date
on which it would transfer its contingent of forces to IFOR. This guaranteed the creation of a
balanced IFOR group capable of carrying out the assigned tasks.

NATO leadership devoted particular attention to the operational deployment of the IFOR
command-and-control organization. Thus, during the first few days, the staffs of IFOR and

12SACEUR Operation Plan No. 10405, “Instructions on the Procedure for Conducting the
Operation,” SHAPE, 12 February 1995.

B3Russian researchers see in these pre-deployments evidence of NATO’s implied pressure upon
the former warring factions in support of the Dayton Accords, as well as a forcing of the event in
order to present the international community with a fait accompli. The American researchers, on
the other hand, view these pre-deployments as a necessary and appropriate step towards the
speedy and effective transfer of the peace operation mandate from UNPROFOR to IFOR in
keeping with the spirit of the Dayton Accords.
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NATO’s Rapid Reaction Corps (ARRC) were to be placed in Sarajevo. The staff of NATO’s
ARRC was to be fully developed in four days.

The basic forces, including the staffs, began deployment after passage of UN Security
Council Resolution 1031 on 15 December 1995. On 16 December 1995 “D” Day arrived, the
day the order was to be issued to begin deployment of the main IFOR forces. The date of 20
December 1995 was set as the transfer-of-authority date (the day the IFOR operation would
begin), when UN authority would be handed over to NATO (IFOR).

The primary IFOR forces consisted of the following:

The IFOR ground forces component was NATO’s Allied Rapid Reaction Corps with
three multi-national divisions (thirteen brigades, and also combat and rear-services support, for a
total of 57,300 personnel). Its assets included: 475 tanks; 1,367 field artillery pieces, multiple-
launch rocket systems and mortars; 1,654 armored combat vehicles; 66 air defense missile
complexes; and 180 attack helicopters;

The IFOR air component was made up of units from the 5th Joint Tactical Air
Command, NATO tactical aviation temporarily based in Italy, E-3 aircraft of both the NATO
AWACS Command and the national UK and French Airborne Early Warning Commands, and
auxiliary aircraft. In total the IFOR air component had 139 combat aircraft, 19 auxiliary aircraft
and 20 helicopters;

The IFOR maritime component had part of the forces from Allied Naval Forces
Southern Europe, and the task forces of the Allied Naval Forces (6th US Fleet) Southern Europe,
which coordinated with the British Navy’s aviation search and strike group, and the French
Navy’s multi-purpose aircraft carrier and amphibious-assault groups; also included in IFOR’s
maritime component were submarines from the allied submarine forces in Southern Europe
(from the US, British and French Navies, two or three atomic submarines in combat patrol
areas). In total, IFOR’s naval combat component consisted of 35 combat ships and 52 carrier
aircraft.

Deployment of the primary IFOR force was by sea, air and ground transport. The IFOR
commander was tasked with supporting the reception of the troops and their movement out to the
designated areas. Appropriate reconnaissance was organized and conducted to resolve and
coordinate individual issues. During this reconnaissance special attention was devoted to the
coordination of reporting procedures, crossings of boundaries, identification signals and
markings, gaining permission for passages of convoys, and other important issues. In addition to
the advance units of IFOR, UN elements operating in the area of the conflict zone were enlisted
to carry out preparatory measures and facilitate the deployment of the main force.

During the deployment, the NATO command used a special procedure for organization

and coordination among the countries participating in IFOR, as follows. Certain countries were
given the status of “leading nations.” In addition to deploying their own forces, these nations also
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made available the airfields and naval ports they had at their disposal in order to facilitate the
deployment of the forces of other countries. This was done on the basis of a bilateral agreement.
They distributed the port facilities based on coordination with the local governments. For
operational control, movement-control teams were created at each airfield, at the naval ports, key
railway stations, reassignment points, waiting areas and areas of concentration. These teams
were assigned to control troop movement within the bounds of the forward communication zone.

On the whole, the experts’ assessment of this organization of the deployment of the
multi-national force was quite positive. It fit the unique circumstances of the force, the theater
and the situation. By 6 February 1996 some 56,000 military personnel were concentrated in the
zone of the Bosnian conflict. This number comprised approximately 80% of the total strength of
IFOR.

Deployment of IFOR involved a significant transport effort, which included 2,600
sorties by transport aviation, 50 ship movements and 380 train movements. Aircraft transported
22,000 personnel and 33,000 tons of cargo. Ships moved 3,000 personnel and 65,000 tons of
cargo. Railroads carried 15,000 personnel and 107,000 tons of cargo. This is a total of 40,000
personnel and 205,000 tons of cargo.

Deployment of the Russian force began slightly later than that of the main NATO force
(12 January 1996). The Russians moved by air and rail (75 air-transport flights and 11 trains).
By Transfer-of-Authority Day plus 45, the Russian brigade completed its deployment and began
carrying out its assigned security task in the controlled region. The success of the deployment of
the Russian contingent was due in large part to successful cooperation with the movement-
control elements.

The team of Russian officers doing the operational-strategic planning coordinated closely
with the Mobility Coordination Center at SHAPE. In addition, at the 5th Joint Tactical Air
Command in Vicenza, Italy, a team of four Russian officers from the General Staff of the RF
Armed Forces worked out the details of the movement. A second team of officers from the RF
General Staff was located at the airfield in Tuzla. It also coordinated the arrival of Russian
troops. During the deployment, direct coordination between the receiving division and the
Russian brigade was accomplished by liaison teams working on the staff of the American
division. The division commander was U.S. Army MG William Nash, and the commander of
the Russian brigade was COL A. Lentsov. In the opinion of the Russian participants in the
operation, it was this close coordination at all command levels that resulted in the successful
deployment of the Russian brigade in their zone of responsibility.

Legal Relationships of Military and Civilian Control Elements and Organizations in
Peace Operations. In the opinion of both the Russian and American participants, the peace
operation in Bosnia-Herzegovina needed to resolve both military and civilian aspects of the
peace accords together. The simultaneous and parallel actions of military and civilian
organizations (control elements) in the conflict zone required that the appropriate legal
documents be drawn up to legitimize the peace actions and the exercise of the required specific
functions.
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As the experience of the implementation of the Dayton Accords in Bosnhia-Herzegovina
shows, this legal underpinning is essential. First, the principles and accepted norms of
international law served as the basis for regulating the aforementioned legal relationships. The
principles were those that define the legal relationships of international and national
organizations (control bodies) during peace operations. This basic point was recorded in Article
1 of the “General Framework Agreement on Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina” (GFAP): “The
sides, in their mutual relationships, will act in accordance with the principles set forth in the
Declaration of the United Nations, just as in the Helsinki Final Act and the remaining documents
of the security organization....”

The legal mechanism was further internalized during the peace negotiations and recorded
in the text of the peace accords. Within the framework of the general peace agreement, several
points concern the legal side of relations between the military and civilian command authorities.
The agreement sets forth the general consent to IFOR’s right to monitor and assist all sides in
carrying out the requirements set forth in the agreement. The agreement also gives priority to
IFOR in its right to select and establish the necessary mechanism for communication with the
local civilian and military authorities and other international organizations, based on the
requirements of the operation.

Within the framework of these principles the IFOR command adopted a number of
measures to organize coordination with civilian and military elements. Their basic purpose was
to ensure that the operation was conducted in accord with international law, to maintain the
freedom of action of subordinate forces, to provide a united civilian and military effort and to
support the planned transfer of control to civilian elements in the event of an IFOR withdrawal.
Close contacts with the appropriate civilian elements were established and maintained via
coordination centers in the Joint Military Commission. This commission served as the basic
instrument for regulating the relationships of military and civilian control elements (national and
international) in Bosnia-Herzegovina. The IFOR commander (or, in some cases, his deputy)
headed the commission. It included representatives from each of the warring parties,
representatives of the civilian authorities, and representatives of international civilian
organizations.

Within the legal framework defined by the peace accords, the IFOR command had the
ability to internalize individual legal points and establish definite rules regulating the use of the
peace-operation force. It could grant the following rights: the right to establish check points, the
right of military personnel to carry personal weapons, to conduct police operations in the zone of
separation, to stop and disarm groups of civilians carrying weapons, the right to search for
missing representatives of non-governmental organizations, etc. In addition, the practical
activity of IFOR during the operation required the drafting and adoption of individual laws on
specific issues, such as:

--Giving members of civilian organizations and civilian personnel the right to carry

weapons, as well as defining the procedure for trying these individuals in a court of law in the
event that they violated these rules;
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--Establishing a special status for civilian contract workers in the military garrisons and
setting special rules for the work and conduct of these individuals;

--Resettling civilians who mistakenly settled in the zone of separation;
--Presenting mutual claims/petitions between military and civilian organizations;
--Using certain facilities of the military infrastructure.

Coordination with non-governmental organizations was regulated depending on their
status and functions and was organized on the basis of permission from the NATO Council and
instructions from SACEUR. In accordance with these decisions, a number of restrictions were
placed on the coordination of military and civilian organizations. This primarily concerned a
clear definition and limitation of the number of military organizations that assisted civilian
organizations in certain issues requiring the support of IFOR troops: taking photographs during
an inspection; checking barracks and inspecting weapons sites to record the serial numbers of
various weapons; searching houses and other buildings without search warrants; escorting
convoys carrying weapons and other military property; registering the populace’s firearms; and
employing forces to provide security for the election process and the country’s infrastructure in
general (protecting people and establishing clear rules of engagement); intervening to stop
criminal activity (looting, arson, etc.); and creating static guards or escorts to ensure freedom of
movement and crowd control.

One aspect of the legal framework for IFOR’s operations in Bosnia-Herzegovina was
making adjustments to operational law (ability to establish police checkpoints, carry sidearms, or
conduct police operations in the zone of separation; ability to stop or detain or break up armed
civilian groups [defined as two or more civilians carrying one or more weapons]), searching
members of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) (treating NGOs as any other civilian going
through checkpoints, with certain exceptions); allowing vehicles to pass safely unless special
circumstances dictated that the vehicle should be searched. Such adjustments were often the
result of memorandums of understanding between the multi-national force and civilian agencies.

The role of judge advocate officers was crucial and an important source of advice to
commanders. Attorneys were offered a front row seat in the division main operations center and
were essential in maintaining continuity and unity of effort in working with the